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REMARKS 



The Applicant appreciates and would like to thank Examiner Harper for taking time out 
of his schedule to discuss the subject application on 16 March 2009 with the Applicant's 
representative, Mr. Jeffrey J. Barclay (Reg. No. 48,950). Along with discussing the current 
action, the pending claims and proposed claim amendments were also discussed. 

Claims 1-6, 8-16, 21, 22, and 25-57 are currently pending, in which claims 1, 2, 21, 22, 
26 and 29 are independent. Independent claims 1, 2, 21, 22, 26 and 29 have been amended along 
with claims 3, 5, 6, 8-16, 35, 37, 42, 47, 49, 54, and claims 4, 28 and 31 have been canceled. As 
such, claims 1-3, 5, 6, 8-16, 21, 22, 25-27, 29, 30, 32-57 remain pending and no new matter has 
been added by way of these amendments. Favorable reconsideration and further examination of 
the action is respectfully requested in view of the foregoing amendments and the following 
comments of the Applicant, which are preceded by related comments of the Examiner in small 



Claims 29-31 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed 
invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter. Claim 29 is a system 
claim comprising various means for limitations, however there is no 
hardware cited in the system claim and it therefore does not faU within the 
statutory requirements of 35 U.S.C. § 101. Appropriate correction is 
required. 

Not conceding to the Examiner's position, independent claim 29 has been 
amended and claim 31 has been canceled. Based upon the amendments, 
the rejection is believed to be rendered moot. 



Claims 1-6, 8-16, 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the 
claimed invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter. The machine- 
or-transformation test is a two-branched inquiry; an applicant may show 
that a process claim satisfles § 101 either by showing that his claim is tied to 
a particular machine, or by showing that his claim transforms an article. 
See Benson, 409 U.S. at 70. Applicants' process is claimed does not 
transform any article to a different state or thing. Purported 
transformations or manipulations simply of public or private legal 
obligations or relationships, business risks, or other such abstractions 
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cannot meet the test because they are not physical objects or substances, 
and they are not representative of physical objects or substances. 
Applicants' process at most incorporates only such ineligible 
transformations. 

Not conceding to the Examiner's position, independent claim 1 has been 
amended and claim 4 has been canceled. Additionally, independent 
claims 2, 21, 22, 26 and 29 have been amended. Based upon the 
amendments, the rejection is believed to be rendered moot. 



Allowable Subject Matter 

Claims 4, 28, 31 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected 
base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form 
including all of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

The Applicant appreciates the Examiner indication that claims 4, 28 and 31 would be 
allowable if placed in independent form along with any respective intervening claims. Based 
upon the Examiner's indication, independent claims 2, 26 and 31 have been amended to 
respectively include subject matter of claims 4, 28 and 31. Additionally, independent claims 1, 
21 and 22 have been amended to include similar subject matter. As such, Applicant submits that 
independent claims 1, 2, 21, 22, 26 and 29, and claims 3, 5, 6, 8-16, 25, 27, 30, 32-57 are in 
condition for allowance. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

Claims 1-3, 5-6, 8-16, 21-22, 25-55 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over US 20020140820 (hereinafter Bord) in view of US 
20050050043 (hereinafter Py). 

Based upon the above amendments to independent claims 1, 2, 21, 22, 26 and 29, 
Applicant submits that claims 1-3, 5-6, 8-16, 21-22, 25-27, 29, 30, 32-55 are patentable over 
Bord and Py, individually or in combination. 

It is believed that all of the pending claims have been addressed. However, the absence 
of a reply to a specific rejection, issue or conmient does not signify agreement with or 
concession of that rejection, issue or comment. In addition, because the arguments made above 
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may not be exhaustive, there may be reasons for patentability of any or all pending claims (or 
other claims) that have not been expressed. Finally, nothing in this paper should be construed as 
an intent to concede any issue with regard to any claim, except as specifically stated in this 
paper, and the amendment of any claim does not necessarily signify concession of 
unpatentability of the claim prior to its amendment. 

In view of the foregoing remarks, the Applicants respectfully submit that the application 
is in condition for allowance, and such action is respectfully requested at the Examiner's earliest 
convenience. 

No fees are believed due and none are being paid concurrently herewith on the Electronic 
Filing System (EPS) by way of Deposit Account Authorization. However, if any charges or 
credits are due, please apply them to deposit account 06-1050, referencing Attorney Docket No.: 
07844-0627001. 



Respectfully submitted. 





Jeffrey J. Barclay 
Reg. No. 48,950 
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